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Please write a few sentences regarding the With this study, which examines the changes in shelf life after harvest in the Red June peach variety,
importance of this manuscript for the scientific the effect and difference of different urea and calcium leaf applications have been clearly revealed.

community. Why do you like (or dislike) this
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.
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Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do YES
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points in this section? Please write your
suggestions here.

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript YES
appropriate?

Please write a few sentences regarding the This study has been prepared and evaluated according to the background of a scientific article.
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do
you think that this manuscript is scientifically
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4
sentences may be required for this part.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you YES
have suggestions of additional references, please
mention them in the review form.
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Is the language/English quality of the article The text of the study should be corrected in terms of English, some words with ligatures or missing
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